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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-29 are presented for examination. Applicant filed an amendment on 
11/13/2007 amending claims 1, 5, 8, 13, 15, 20, 21, and 28. In light of Applicant's 
amendments, Examiner withdraws the objections to claims 5, 15, 20, and 28, and 
the H 2 of 35 U.S.C. § 112 rejection of claim 8. Further, in light of Applicant's 
arguments, Examiner withdraws the rejection of claims 5, 10-12, 14-15, 17, 19, 
22, 24-25, 27, and 29. However, claims 10-12 are objected to, and new grounds 
of rejection are established for claims 5, 14-15, 17, 19, 22, 24-25, 27, and 29. In 
addition, after careful consideration of Applicant's arguments and amendments 
directed to the rejection of claims 1-4, 6-9, 13, 16, 18, 20-21, 23, 26, and 28, 
Examiner finds them non-persuasive and maintains the rejection of the claims. 

Response to Arguments 

2. In light of Applicant's arguments, Examiner withdraws the rejection of claims 10- 
12. However, claims 10-12 are objected to. 

3. Applicant's arguments in response to the taking of Official Notice for claims 5, 14, 
15, 17, 19, 22, 24, 25, 27, and 29, have been considered, but are moot in view of 
the new grounds of rejection. 
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4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-4, 6-9, 13, 16, 18, 21, and 23, 
have been considered, but they are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Bartoli 
does not explicitly disclose "the check-out interface including an option to enable 
the consumer user to make payment for the one or more products via the 
payment service if it is determined the user is authorized to use the payment 
service." Examiner disagrees. Bartoli specifically discloses that "the billing server, 
upon authentication of the user, then authorizes the specific transaction" (Bartoli: 
col. 2, lines 60-65). 'The billing server' here represents 'the payment service'; 
'authentication of the user' represents 'determination that the user is authorized 
to use the payment service'; and 'authorizing the specific transaction' represents 
'enabling the consumer user to make payment.' Further, the authorization of the 
use of the payment service precedes the making the payment in each case. 
Therefore, Bartoli explicitly discloses "the check-out interface including an option 
to enable the consumer user to make payment for the one or more products via 
the payment service if it is determined the user is authorized to use the payment 
service." 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 9-12, 17-20, and 25-29, have been 
considered, but they are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Agrawal does not 
explicitly disclose "redirecting the browser to a first web page in a check-out flow 
hosted by the electronic storefront." Examiner disagrees. Agrawal specifically 
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discloses that "the visitor's browser could be redirected back to the external page 
from which the payment was initiated" (Agrawal: page 13, U 171). 'The external 
page from which the payment was initiated* here represents 'a first web page in a 
check-out flow hosted by the electronic storefront, and the browser is redirected 
back to the initial or the first web page in each case. Therefore, Agrawal explicitly 
discloses "redirecting the browser to a first web page in a check-out flow hosted 
by the electronic storefront." 



Claim Objections 

6. Claims 10-12 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if at least the claim 10 was rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. § 102 
that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 



Application/Control Number: 10/749,684 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3691 

8. Claims 1-4, 6-8, 13, 16, and 21, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Bartoli (6,047,268). 

As to claim 1 , Bartoli shows receiving a check-out request from a consumer user 
of an electronic storefront to purchase one or more products from the electronic 
storefront (col. 2, lines 34-38); determining whether the consumer user is 
authorized to use a payment service to make purchases from an electronic 
storefront (col. 2, lines 49-60); serving a web-based check-out interface, hosted 
by the electronic storefront (col. 5, lines 52-57 and col. 7, lines 7-9), to a browser 
client used by the consumer user, the check-out interface including an option to 
enable the consumer user to make payment for the one or more products via the 
payment service if it is determined the user is authorized to use the payment 
service (col. 2, lines 60-65; and col. 3, lines 8-12). 

As to claim 2, Bartoli shows, in addition to the elements of claim 1, sending a 
service cookie containing information to identify the consumer user from the 
payment service to the browser client (col. 7, lines 52-57); passing the service 
cookie via the browser client to the payment service in response to a prompt from 
the electronic storefront (col. 7, lines 11-13); and identifying the consumer user 
via the service cookie (col. 7, lines 14-18). 
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As to claim 3, Bartoli shows, in addition to the elements of claim 1 , authenticating 
the electronic storefront with the payment service (col. 7, lines 18-21). 

As to claim 4, Bartoli shows, in addition to the elements of claim 3, selecting a 
merchant identity ("ID") from the electronic storefront to be used for transactions 
involving the payment service (col. 8, lines 29-30); providing a merchant ID from 
the electronic storefront to the payment service (col. 8, lines 40-44); and 
comparing the merchant ID that is provided with the merchant ID that was 
selected to authenticate the user (col. 9, lines 13-16). 

As to claim 6, Bartoli shows, in addition to the elements of claim 1 , generating the 
web based check-out interface by employing an application program interface 
("API") that is provided to the electronic storefront by the payment service (col. 7, 
lines 35-42 and 52-53). 

As to claim 7, Bartoli shows, in addition to the elements of claim 1 , serving a 
web-based check-out interface to the browser client that does not include an 
option to enable the consumer user to make payment of the one or more 
products via the payment service if it is determined the user is not authorized to 
use the payment service to make purchases from the electronic storefront (col. 7, 
lines 28-32). 
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As to claim 8, Bartoli shows, in addition to the elements of claim 1, determining 
whether the consumer user is authorized to use the payment service to make 
purchases from an electronic storefront being performed without the knowledge 
of the consumer user (col. 5, lines 60-67 and col. 6, lines 1-6). 

As to claim 13, Bartoli shows serving a web page hosted by an electronic 
storefront web site, the web page including a check-out option (col. 5, lines 47- 
52); redirecting a browser from the web page to a payment service web site in 
response to a consumer user activating the check-out option (col. 5, lines 52-55 
and 57-59); sending information from the electronic storefront web site to the 
payment service web site identifying a merchant that hosts the electronic 
storefront (col. 5, lines 52-57); processing information received at the electronic 
storefront web site from the payment service web site indicating whether the 
consumer user is authorized to purchase products offered by the electronic 
storefront using payment via the payment service (col. 5, lines 60-61); and 
serving one or more web pages to provide a check-out flow, hosted by the 
electronic storefront (col. 5, lines 52-57 and col. 7, lines 7-9), for the consumer 
user, said one or more web pages including an option to use the payment service 
to make a purchase corresponding to the check-out flow if the consumer user is 
authorized to purchase products using the payment service (col. 7, lines 6-13). 
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As to claim 16, Bartoli shows, in addition to the elements of claim 13, 
incorporating an application program interface ("API") provided by the payment 
service to facilitate transactions with the payment service (col. 7, lines 35-42 and 
52-53). 

As to claim 21, Bartoli shows redirecting a browser from an electronic storefront 
web site to a payment service web site in response to a consumer user activating 
a check-out option (col. 5, lines 52-55 and 57-59); sending information from the 
electronic storefront web site to the payment service web site identifying a 
merchant that hosts the electronic storefront (col. 5, lines 52-57); processing 
information received at the electronic storefront web site from the payment 
service web site indicating whether the consumer user is authorized to purchase 
products offered by the electronic storefront, using payment via the third party 
service (col. 5, lines 60-61); and selecting a check-out flow comprising one or 
more web pages, the check-out flow hosted by the electronic storefront (col. 5, 
lines 52-57 and col. 7, lines 7-9), to serve to the browser, the check-out flow that 
is selected to include an option to make a purchase using the payment service if 
the consumer is authorized to use the payment service, otherwise the check-out 
flow that is selected to not include an option to make a purchase using the 
payment service (col. 7, lines 6-13 and lines 28-30). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in § 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the 
prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention 
was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 5 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bartoli in view of Brothers (7,035,817 B1). 

As to claim 5, Bartoli shows all the elements of claim 4. Bartoli does not show 
that the merchant identity ("ID") is provided to the payment service via a uniform 
resource locator ("URL"). Brothers shows that the merchant ID is provided to the 
payment service via a URL (Brothers: col. 6, lines 54-56). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
modified the method of Bartoli by providing merchant ID to the payment service 
via URL of Brothers in order to authenticate the source (Brothers: col. 6, line 49). 

As to claim 14, Bartoli shows all the elements of claim 13. Bartoli does not show 
generating a URL containing an embedded merchant ID and sending the URL to 
the browser. Brothers shows generating a URL containing an embedded 
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merchant ID (Brothers: col. 6, lines 54-56) and sending the URL to the browser 
(Brothers: Fig. 4, label 302). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of Bartoli by 
generating a URL containing an embedded merchant ID and sending the URL to 
the browser of Brothers in order to authenticate the source (Brothers: col. 6, line 
49). 



11. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bartoli 
in view of Day (6,728,767 B1). 



As to claim 24, Bartoli shows all the elements of claim 21. Bartoli does not show 
performing the operation of embedding return URL within a URL used to redirect 
the browser to the payment service web site, the return URL to redirect the 
browser to the web page containing or not including the option to make a 
purchase using the payment service. Day shows embedding return URL within a 
URL used to redirect the browser to the payment service web site, the return 
URL to redirect the browser to the web page containing or not including the 
option to make a purchase using the payment service (Day: col. 5, lines 12-14). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified the method of Bartoli by embedding return URL within 
a URL used to redirect the browser to the payment service web site, the return 
URL to redirect the browser to the web page containing or not including the 
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option to make a purchase using the payment service of Day in order to provide 
means for the network operator to determine the relevant network element (Day: 
col. 2, lines 50-52). 

12. Claims 15 and 22-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bartoli in view of Brothers, and further in view of Day. 

As to claim 15, Bartoli in view of Brothers shows all the elements of claim 14. 
Bartoli in view of Brothers does not show embedding a return URL within the 
URL used to redirect the browser to the payment service web site, the return 
URL to redirect the browser to a first web page in the check-out flow. Day shows 
embedding a return URL within the URL used to redirect the browser to the 
payment service web site, the return URL to redirect the browser to a first web 
page in the check-out flow (Day: col. 5, lines 12-14). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the 
method of Bartoli in view of Brothers by embedding a return URL within the URL 
used to redirect the browser to the payment service web site, the return URL to 
redirect the browser to a first web page in the check-out flow of Day in order to 
provide means for the network operator to determine the relevant network 
element (Day: col. 2, lines 50-52). 



Application/Control Number: 10/749,684 



Art Unit: 3691 



Page 12 



As to claim 22, Bartoli shows all the elements of claim 21. Bartoli does not show 
performing the operation of embedding a merchant ID in a URL used to redirect 
the browser to the payment service web site. Brothers shows embedding a 
merchant ID in a URL (Brothers: col. 6, lines 54-56). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the 
method of Bartoli by embedding a merchant ID in a URL of Brothers in order to 
authenticate the source (Brothers: col. 6, line 49). Bartoli in view of Brothers does 
not show using a URL to redirect the browser to the payment service web site. 
Day shows using a URL to redirect the browser to the payment service web site 
(Day: col. 5, lines 12-14). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of Bartoli in view 
of Brothers by using a URL to redirect the browser to the payment service web 
site of Day in order to provide means for the network operator to determine the 
relevant network element (Day: col. 2, lines 50-52). 

As to claim 23, Bartoli in view of Brothers, and further in view of Day, shows all 
the elements of claim 22. Bartoli also shows providing further instructions 
embodied as application program interface ("API") to be employed by an 
electronic storefront to enable transactions with the payment service (Bartoli: col. 
7, lines 35-42 and 52-53). 
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13. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bartoli 
in view of Agrawal (2004/0098313 A1). 

As to claim 9, Bartoli shows, in addition to the elements of claim 1, serving a first 
web page via the electronic storefront containing visual content including a 
check-out option (col. 5, lines 47-53); serving a second web page via the 
electronic storefront containing hidden content including information to redirect 
the browser client to a web page hosted by a payment service web site, 
redirecting to the web page causing the browser client to return a service cookie 
stored by the browser client to the payment service web site (col. 5, lines 58-59); 
extracting user identification information from the service cookie to determine an 
identity of the consumer user (col. 5, lines 60-61); and determining if the 
consumer user is authorized to use the payment service via a check with a 
corresponding user profile (col. 5, lines 62-65). Bartoli does not show redirecting 
the client browser to a third web page hosted by the electronic storefront. 
Agrawal shows redirecting the client browser to a page from which the payment 
was initiated (Agrawal: page 13, U 171, lines 7-9). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the 
method of Bartoli by redirecting the client browser to a page from which the 
payment was initiated of Agrawal in order to make the process more convenient 
to the client (Agrawal: page 1 , 8, line 7). 
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14. Claims 17-18, 25-26, and 28, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bartoli in view of Agrawal, further in view of Fakih 
(2004/0078331 A1), and further in view of Sacks (2002/0016765 A1). 

As to claim 17, Bartoli shows directing a browser to a payment service web site, 
where the merchant ID corresponds to an operator of an electronic storefront 
(Bartoli: col. 8, lines 29-30 and 40-44); and authenticating the use of the payment 
service by the merchant based on the merchant ID (Bartoli: col. 9. lines 13-16). 
Bartoli does not show redirecting the browser to a first web page in a check-out 
flow hosted by the electronic storefront if the merchant is authenticated, the 
check-out flow including an option to purchase products from the electronic 
storefront via the payment service. Agrawal shows redirecting the client browser 
to a page from which the payment was initiated (Agrawal: page 13, U 171, lines 
4-9). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to have modified the method of Bartoli by redirecting the client 
browser to a page from which the payment was initiated of Agrawal in order to 
make the process more convenient to the client (Agrawal: page 1, U 8, line 7). 
Bartoli in view of Agrawal does not show extracting a merchant ID from a URL 
used to direct a browser to a payment service web site. Fakih shows extracting a 
merchant ID from a URL used to direct a browser to a payment service web site 
(Fakih: page 7, fflj 123-125; where the party's ID that is to be paid, e.g. merchant 



Application/Control Number: 10/749,684 Page 15 

Art Unit: 3691 

ID, is extracted from a URL used to direct a browser to a payment service web 
site as the "payto=" element). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of Bartoli in 
view of Agrawal by extracting a merchant ID from a URL used to direct a browser 
to a payment service web site of Fakih in order to alleviate inconvenience 
inherent to payment of purchases (Fakih: page 1 , U 8). Bartoli in view of Agrawal, 
and further in view of Fakih, does not show generating a return URL to redirect 
the browser to a first web page in a check-out flow hosted by the electronic 
storefront. Sacks shows generating a return URL to redirect the browser to a first 
web page in a check-out flow hosted by the electronic storefront (Sacks: page 3, 
Hi 26). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to have modified the method of Bartoli in view of Agrawal, and 
further in view of Fakih, by generating a return URL to redirect the browser to a 
first web page in a check-out flow hosted by the electronic storefront of Sacks in 
order to provide a tool for generating the necessary links or methods of 
redirecting buyer from seller to payment processor (Sacks: page 3, U 25). 

As to claim 18, Bartoli in view of Agrawal, further in view of Fakih, and further in 
view of Sacks, shows all the elements of claim 17. Bartoli also shows issuing 
service cookies to registered users of the payment service (Bartoli: col. 5, lines 1- 
3); sending information to the browser to retrieve a service cookie stored on a 
client hosting the browser, the client operated by a consumer user of the 
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electronic storefront (Bartoli: col. 5, lines 3-4 and 47-57); receiving the service 
cookie from the browser (Bartoli: col. 5, lines 57-59); and determining if the 
consumer user is authorized to use the payment service based on information 
contained in the service cookie (Bartoli: col. 5, lines 60-61). 

As to claim 25, Bartoli shows directing a browser to a payment service web site, 
where the merchant ID corresponds to an operator of an electronic storefront 
(Bartoli: col. 8, lines 29-30 and 40-44); and authenticating the use of the payment 
service by the merchant based on the merchant ID (Bartoli: col. 9, lines 13-16). 
Bartoli does not show redirecting the browser to a check-out page hosted by the 
electronic storefront if the merchant is authenticated. Agrawal shows redirecting 
the client browser to a page from which the payment was initiated (Agrawal: page 
13, H 171, lines 4-9). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to have modified the method of Bartoli by redirecting 
the client browser to a page from which the payment was initiated of Agrawal in 
order to make the process more convenient to the client (Agrawal: page 1, H 8, 
line 7). Bartoli in view of Agrawal does not show extracting a merchant ID from a 
URL used to direct a browser to a payment service web site. Fakih shows 
extracting a merchant ID from a URL used to direct a browser to a payment 
service web site (Fakih: page 7, fflj 123-125; where the party's ID that is to be 
paid, e.g. merchant ID, is extracted from a URL used to direct a browser to a 
payment service web site as the "payto=" element). It would have been obvious 



Application/Control Number: 10/749,684 Page 17 

Art Unit: 3691 

to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the 
method of Bartoli in view of Agrawal by extracting a merchant ID from a URL 
used to direct a browser to a payment service web site of Fakih in order to 
alleviate inconvenience inherent to payment of purchases (Fakih: page 1, U 8). 
Bartoli in view of Agrawal, and further in view of Fakih, does not show generating 
a return URL to redirect the browser to a page hosted by the electronic 
storefront. Sacks shows generating a return URL to redirect the browser to a 
page hosted by the electronic storefront (Sacks: page 3, U 26). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
modified the method of Bartoli in view of Agrawal, and further in view of Fakih, by 
generating a return URL to redirect the browser to a page hosted by the 
electronic storefront of Sacks in order to provide a tool for generating the 
necessary links or methods of redirecting buyer from seller to payment processor 
(Sacks: page 3, U 25). 

As to claim 26, Bartoli in view of Agrawal, further in view of Fakih, and further in 
view of Sacks, shows all the elements of claim 25. Bartoli also shows receiving a 
service cookie from a consumer user of the electronic storefront (Bartoli: col. 5, 
lines 1-3); and determining if the consumer user is authorized to use payment 
service based on information contained in the service cookie (Bartoli: col. 5, lines 
60-61). 
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As to claim 28, Bartoli in view of Agrawal, further in view of Fakih, and further in 
view of Sacks, shows all the elements of claim 25. Bartoli in view of Fakih, and 
further in view of Sacks, does not show generating a web-based interface to 
enable an administrator for the merchant to register one or more return URLs 
with the payment service. Agrawal shows generating a web-based interface to 
enable an administrator for the merchant to register one or more return URLs 
with the payment service (Agrawal: page 4, 67, lines 1-8 and 69, lines 1-2). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified the method of Bartoli in view of Agrawal, further in 
view of Fakih, and further in view of Sacks, by providing an interface to enable an 
administrator for the electronic storefront to register one or more return URLs 
with the payment service of Agrawal in order to make the transactions more 
convenient to the merchant (Agrawal: page 1 , H 8, lines 8-9). 



15. Claims 19-20 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bartoli in view of Agrawal, further in view of Fakih, further in 
view of Sacks, and further in view of Brothers (2002/0083178 A1). 



As to claim 19, Bartoli in view of Agrawal, further in view of Fakih, and further in 
view of Sacks, shows all the elements of claim 17. Bartoli in view of Agrawal, and 
further in view of Sacks, does not show extracting a return URL embedded in the 
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URL used to direct a browser to a payment service web site. Fakih shows 
extracting a return URL embedded in the URL used to direct a browser to a 
payment service web site (Fakih: page 7, fflj 123-126). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
modified the method of Bartoli in view of Agrawal, and further in view of Sacks, 
by extracting a return URL embedded in the URL used to direct a browser to a 
payment service web site of Fakih in order to alleviate inconvenience inherent to 
payment of purchases (Fakih: page 1, H 8). Bartoli in view of Agrawal, further in 
view of Sacks, and further in view of Fakih, does not show determining if the 
return URL that is extracted matches a return URL the merchant has registered 
with the payment service. Brothers shows determining if the return URL that is 
extracted matches a return URL the merchant has registered with the payment 
service (Brothers: page 4, U 22). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of Bartoli 
in view of Agrawal, further in view of Sacks, and further in view of Fakih, by 
determining if the return URL that is extracted matches a return URL the 
merchant has registered with the payment service in order to determine whether 
access to the resource is to be provided (Brothers: page 4, 22). 

As to claim 20, Bartoli in view of Agrawal, further in view of Fakih, further in view 
of Sacks, and further in view of Brothers, shows all the elements of claim 19. 
Bartoli in view of Fakih, further in view of Sacks, and further in view of Brothers, 
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does not show generating a web-based interface to enable an administrator for 
the merchant to register one or more URLs with the payment service. Agrawal 
shows generating a web-based interface to enable an administrator for the 
merchant to register one or more URLs with the payment service (Agrawal: page 
4, 1| 67, lines 1-8 and U 69, lines 1-2). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of 
Bartoli in view of Agrawal, further in view of Fakih, further in view of Sacks, and 
further in view of Brothers, by providing an interface to enable an administrator 
for the electronic storefront to register one or more return URLs with the payment 
service of Agrawal in order to make the transactions more convenient to the 
merchant (Agrawal: page 1, U 8, lines 8-9). 

As to claim 27, Bartoli in view of Agrawal, further in view of Fakih, and further in 
view of Sacks, shows all the elements of claim 25. Bartoli in view of Agrawal, and 
further in view of Sacks, does not show extracting a return URL embedded in the 
URL used to direct a browser to a payment service web site. Fakih shows 
extracting a return URL embedded in the URL used to direct a browser to a 
payment service web site (Fakih: page 7, 123-126). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
modified the method of Bartoli in view of Agrawal, and further in view of Sacks, 
by extracting a return URL embedded in the URL used to direct a browser to a 
payment service web site of Fakih in order to alleviate inconvenience inherent to 
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payment of purchases (Fakih: page 1, H 8). Bartoli in view of Agrawal, further in 
view of Sacks, and further in view of Fakih, does not show determining if the 
return URL that is extracted matches a return URL the merchant has registered 
with the payment service. Brothers shows determining if the return URL that is 
extracted matches a return URL the merchant has registered with the payment 
service (Brothers: page 4, 22). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of Bartoli 
in view of Agrawal, further in view of Sacks, and further in view of Fakih, by 
determining if the return URL that is extracted matches a return URL the 
merchant has registered with the payment service in order to determine whether 
access to the resource is to be provided (Brothers: page 4, 22). 

16. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bartoli 
in view of Agrawal, further in view of Fakih, further in view of Sacks, and further 
in view of Agapiev (2002/0120714 A1). 

As to claim 29, Bartoli in view of Agrawal, further in view of Fakih, and further in ' 
view of Sacks, shows all the elements of claim 25. Bartoli in view of Agrawal, 
further in view of Fakih, and further in view of Sacks, does not show that at least 
portion of the instructions are embodied as a common gateway interface ("CGI") 
script. Agapiev shows that at least portion of the instructions are embodied as a 
CGI script (Agapiev: page 5, U 65). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of Bartoli 
in view of Agrawal, further in view of Fakih, and further in view of Sacks, by 
embodying at least portion of the instructions as a CGI script in order to provide a 
method of generating code and sending communications between a client and 
server across network (Agapiev: page 5, U 65). 

Conclusion 

16. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Banerjee (7,110,399 B2) discloses a system and method for forwarding URL's to 
one or more recipients using a Wireless Access Protocol network. 

Bansal (7,254,549 B1) discloses a system and method for an online address 
directory that may be updated by the address owner. 

Bouthors (2001/0018747 A1) discloses a method for an access manager 
granting privileges within a communication network. 

Lee (2003/0095660 A1) discloses a system and method for protecting digital 
works on a communication network. 
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17. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Virpi H. Kanervo whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-9818. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 
8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m., EST. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Alexander G. Kalinowski can be 
reached on (571) 272-6771. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

18. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. f) // 




Virpi H. Kanervo 
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SUPERVISOR - rv.'c:iT EXAMINER 



